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Prof. G.D. Xistris; Prof. C. Levy 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:40 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was a special meeting of Senate, for the 
purposes noted on the agenda. 


He further advised that the first item concerned a Report from the Senate 
Appeals Committee, which would be dealt with in "Closed Session", and he 
asked those present who were not members of Senate or who were not 
present because of a specific interest or involvement in the appeal, to leave 
the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Appointment 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. FINK, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT TO THE ADVISORY SEARCH 
COMMITTEE, DEAN, FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMIT US-81-6-DI), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Stance of the University community toward the Government and general 
public on the level of grants to Concordia 


Dr. O'Brien advised that although there was a close relationship between 
items IV and V, they have been separated on the Agenda in order that they 
might be discussed separately. He explained that item IV has been submitted 
in response to certain resolutions that have been passed in Faculty Councils 


on the subject, which stand somewhat independently of the Report of the 
Special Budget Committee. 


By way of introduction, Dr. O'Brien explained that, since this issue became 
evident a few months ago in its current version for this year, Concordia's 
position, during the first stage, was essentially to allow the main 
argumentations on the level of grants, to be carried on behalf of the 
Universities, by the Conference of Rectors and by the francophone 
universities, on the grounds that at that time the problem was a general 
overall one, of the level of grants, which was even more important than our 
own particular problems, and that the Government was more likely to 
respond to a general position of the universities than to complaints by one 
university, particularly an anglophone university, on its own position. Stage 
one was now past and while the Government has retouched the details of 
the grants around the edges, in a final version which has been recently 
announced, the changes, while in a useful direction, were trivial with 
respect to the overall size of the financial problem and the University 
remains basically in the same situation as before. 


The second stage has been to make Concordia's position known publicly 
and as it happened, the availability of the Report of the Special Budget 
Committee, was a useful occasion to do that. When the Report was made 
public there was a considerable media interest in it, a press conference was 
held and we managed to get some attention paid, in the media, to the 
particular position of Concordia University. It also served the necessary 
purpose of putting it clearly on the record that we have financial problems 
and that we too are concerned about the level of grants to this University. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that this brings us essentially to the present day, when, 
on June 30, 1981, the Board of Governors takes whatever decisions are 
ultimately taken on the matter of the budget cuts for next year, which would 
no doubt be the occasion of another public announcement on these matters. 
He also suggested that, in the way of these things, the essence of the 
coverage was probably obtained when the Report was made available and 
since, on June 30, 1981, we would be basically going over the same 
ground, we probably need not expect quite as much attention at that stage, 
on that particular news item. In any case, we should make whatever can be 
made of it, in these circumstances. 


Following this, we would then be into the summer period, when matters of 
this kind are in the doldrums and there was not a great deal of scope for 
large public splashes. At the same time, it was a period which we will 
probably use in order to put before the Minister of Education, an appropriate 
document that sums up our current situation and our current position. That 
document would serve the purpose of allowing us to get to the Minister an 
updated version of our position, and it can be a much stronger document 
than it would have been earlier, by virtue of whatever decisions are taken by 
June 30. Dr. O'Brien further stated that one of the problems of credibility 
that all universities have with the public, the Government, and the 
Department of Education, is that although they speak feelingly of the 
extreme difficulties under which the universities are placed, when the 


universities are then asked in return what they have had to cut out because 
of these difficult financial times, the list often tends to be remarkably 
unimpressive, at least to. the general public. He felt, however, that if we 
have completed the financial exercise which we were expecting to complete 
by the end of June, we should have an answer to that kind of question in 
much more detail and in a much more useful form than we ever have had 
before. This will be useful in arguments with the Department of Education 
and also, in due course, with the general public. 


This would no doubt bring us into the month of September and while he did 
not want to predict in any great detail what we will be doing in September or 
October, he stated that unless the miracle happens that money starts to flow 
back in again, which he doubted, we will find that that will be the period 
during which some higher profile position, with respect to the Government 
and the general public, may become appropriate. That timing will be 
appropriate, be cause the next round of budgetary considerations in Quebec 
will really get under way in September. He further explained that in 
September, we will have to submit to Quebec, the usual annual statement 
looking forward to the following year, including our plan for absorbing our 
past deficits and the Department of Education, around the middle of 
September, will be faced with coming to grips with what they do next about 
the financial problems of the universities in Quebec. Consequently, 
September and more importantly October, will likely be the point at which it 
will become necessary and appropriate to be pursuing these matters in a 
public stance, towards the general public and the Government. 


During the general discussion which followed, it was suggested that there 
was one possible move that the Government could make, at no cost to itself, 
to alleviate the financial difficulties of the universities. The Government has 
frozen student tuition fees for the past several years, the rationale being that 
by keeping the fees low, it makes university studies accessible to the largest 
possible segment of the population. On the other hand, this very laudible 
desire of the Government, was being circumvented by the funding 
cutbacks, which has resulted in universities being forced to cut back student 
enrollment for the coming Fall. In Concordia's case, three of the Faculties 
have had to severely limit enrollment for the coming year and if our 
budgetary situation continues to deteriorate over the coming years, we will 
have to be even more selective in terms of the number of students that we 
take in. While this will be fine for students coming out of C.E.G.E.P.s with 
straight "A" grades, it will not be of very much use to a large segment of the 
student population who could profit from a university programme. 
Consequently, while it might be argued on the one hand that it would be 
unfair to students who are, along with their parents, tax payers, to increase 
student fees, on the other hand, we would have the problem of being able to 
take fewer of them in. The feeling was expressed that it would be 
worthwhile to argue to the Government that there is some point at which it 
has to accommodate its two desires, namely, to make university education 
available to the largest possible number of students, along with its desire to 
hold back expenses and that it would probably optimize both of these 
desires by increasing the fees by a certain amount, not to the point where it 
would be prohibitive, but, after having carried out a study of what was 


going on in terms of fees in the rest of Canada and in the United States, to 
allow the universities to adjust their fees accordingly. 


The feeling was expressed that there was one point that we should make 
about the special position of Concordia with respect to the budget cuts. It 
was stated that figures quoted in the Concordia University Magazine, 
showed that salaries account for 70% of our total operating costs and if we 
try to undergo a budgetary compression without reducing the size of the 
University, i.e., cutting down on the number of faculty and support staff, 
we would have to take the three million dollars off 30% of seventy-five 
million dollars. That is, we would be taking three million dollars off of 
twenty-five million dollars, which represents a reduction of 15% in our 
non-salary operating budget. This was a very large percentage indeed, in 
comparison to the situation at the University of Waterloo for example, and 
the other universities in Quebec, where the percentage reduction of 
non-salary expenses would be immeasurably smaller. While we have an 
extremely imaginative and well done expense reduction plan for this year, it 
was argued that we can assume that this same budgetary compression will 
continue in the future and we were faced immediately with the prospect of 
compressing the University if this situation continues. It was further stated 
that we have very good reasons and evidence to demonstrate that the size of 
this University is justified by the demand, particularly the extraordinary and 
unique services which we provide to the community vis-a-vis part-time 
students, etc., and it was argued that the point has to be made very strongly, 
that any cutbacks to Concordia at this point in time, means inevitably a 
reduction in the size of the University, which was not necessarily the case in 
other universities. Also, considering the small margin that we have in the 
budget, above faculty and non-faculty salaries, those cutbacks will have to 
come fairly quickly. It was admitted that one did not know exactly what 
could be made of this point, nonetheless it was felt that those figures would 
have to be made very clear to the Government. 


With respect to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that in one form or another, 
this would be part of the document that we have to prepare this summer for 
presentation to the Minister of Education, because the basic facts referred to, 
were correct. 


Concerning earlier remarks about the difficulty in pointing out to the 
Government where the sacrifices were being made, it was suggested that it 
was because of the fact that 70% of our budget was in salary items, that the 
real cut was being done on an individual basis, on the part of every person 
on salary in the University. If we consider a gross salary of twenty-five 
thousand dollars, with a net pay of twenty thousand dollars for an 
individual, there has been a loss of 15%, or three thousand dollars, in 
purchasing power, due to inflation. If on top of this, we are limited to a 
salary increase of between 6 to 7%, with the after tax amount being roughly 
one thousand dollars, even a relatively junior member of the University will 
be losing two thousand dollars in purchasing power. It was suggested that 
some views along this line should also be presented to the Minister. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that this no doubt has its place, 
but there was no point in deluding ourselves around the issue of salaries, 
the loss of purchasing power, etc. He advised that there was a strong 
feeling in Government circles and among the general public, that university 
salaries in Quebec have got well beyond where university salaries have 
reached in other parts of the country, and likewise, with respect to salaries 
in the private sector. While such comparisons were rapidly becoming less 
true than they were, nonetheless, the fact that they have been true over a 
period of three to five years, makes it a more difficult case than what 
otherwise might be, to argue that the. Universities were suffering at all 
with- respect to the level of salaries that were being paid. He explained that 
he was saying this, not to invalidate the point that has been raised, but rather 
to point out the limited amount of clout that that particular point tended to 
have in many quarters. 


It was stated that there were reports available which back up very strongly 
the effects of what was mentioned above and one would urge the 
administration to make the greatest possible use of these reports in any work 
being done in the preparation of the submission to the Government. Also, it 
was pointed out that it was widely recognized that there was . a crisis, both 
in the United States and Canada, in the production and hiring of faculty 
members in technical areas such as Computer Science and Engineering. The 
reasons given in these reports for this situation, was the fact that faculty 
salaries in these areas, are so unattractive that no-one in their right mind 
would consider becoming a faculty member. It was stated that these reports 
were available and should be procured and that undoubtedly the 
administration would find a great deal of cooperation, certainly from the 
Faculties concerned. It was further stated that these reports point out that 
this situation has had a very serious effect on the overall technical creative 
health of the countries concerned. This is clearly explained in the reports 
and it was something that should certainly be of interest to the Government 
of Quebec. 


With respect to the question of accessibility of university education, it was 
stated that that was an issue which was a perennial student concern and 
clearly anything that might limit accessibility in any way would certainly 
cause great concern to the students. In fact, that was one of the reasons why 
the whole question of cutbacks has had such a high priority among students 
in the first place. Also, one did not see any value in giving the Government 
any kind of an out on this question, by suggesting that we will accept some 
of the cutbacks and that we may understand the Government's position a 
little better, if it allows a fee increase. It was argued that there would be 
three problems raised by that position. The first was that we might end up 
with a fee increase that was too small to make any difference. Secondly, if 
we end up with a significant fee increase, we would be faced with a 
situation where many students, particularly anglophone students, would 
decide to move to Ontario or into the Maritimes for their university 
education. Thirdly, it was argued that the only way that any fee increase 
could even begin to be considered, from the point of view of the students, 
would be in the context of the student loan situation, which was a perennial 
issue and a problem for student associations both on the local and the 


national levels. Finally, it was suggested that, along with whatever 
statements we make with respect to the question of funding to Concordia, it 
might be a successful counter punch and, if nothing else, it might keep this 
University a bit more accessible to students, if an effort was made to also 
point out some of the present injustices and inadequacies of the student aid 
situation. 


On the question of Concordia's stance towards the Government and the 
general public on the level of grants to this University, it was stated that it 
has been demonstrated in a variety of ways that the different components of 
the University community can work together and that our real problem was 
not one of internally managing the situation, but rather being able to come 
up with a strong stance. It was further stated that the students were gearing 
more and more of their priorities towards the idea of going with a public 
campaign and one was glad to see, from what has already been said, that the 
University was also considering that possibility. With that in mind, it was 
suggested that it would be useful to establish a joint committee with equal 
representation from C.U.S.A., C.U.F.A., and the University 
administration, to meet on a regular basis during the Summer. The purpose 
of the Committee would be to exchange information and to keep the three 
segments of the University community in touch with each other, on what 
was being planned. While one would not expect that the three groups would 
agree on all points, nor on all methods of strategy, it was argued that the 
only way that any public campaign would be treated seriously, was if it was 
based on some formal cooperation among the three segments of the 
University community. Also, the worst-possible situation would be that we 
end up in the Fall with three separate campaigns, which, because we have 
not met on a regular basis to discuss strategy, contain enough 
inconsistencies that the Government could simply ignore our situation on 
the grounds that the University does not really know what it wants and does 
not really see what the problem is. That is, the real issue now was the whole 
question of strategy and figuring out ways in which that strategy might best 
be coordinated. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the basic principle of what was suggested above, 
was a good one and should be followed up in some form, in order to avoid 
exactly the risk alluded to. However, he felt that a binding motion on the 
proposal might present problems in that there might be groups other than the 
ones mentioned, that should also be involved. 


In response to a question as to which segments of the Quebec public, the 
campaign would be directed, Dr. O'Brien stated that the umbrella answer 
was to the general public, as distinct from the Government. He explained 
that the University had an ongoing set of relations with the Government 
which take place in any case and certainly should continue. The question of 
a public campaign of an information sort, was intended to inform and 
convince the general public, and clearly it has to be directed towards both 
the francophone and anglophone segments of the population. That being 
said, whether we should attempt to specifically direct ourselves to, for 
example, the unions, as distinct from trying to reach them as part of a more 
general programme, was part of the decisions that would have to be taken 


along the way. In addition, there was no blueprint for a public campaign 
which existed at the moment, but his impression was that there was a 
feeling in many parts of the University, that there should be some such 
campaign, and that we should not hesitate to make known to the public what 
our problem is and what our particular circumstances are. Dr. O'Brien 
cautioned. however, that we need to recognize very quickly that there were 
risks, as well as advantages, in a public campaign, one of the major risks 
being that you convince the world that you are about to go under, rather 
than convincing them that they should come to your assistance. 
Consequently, a public campaign requires very careful thought, in a fairly 
specific sense, on the question - what do we really want to accomplish? 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of seeking funds from 
the private sector, Dr. O'Brien explained that the amounts of money that we 
might obtain from that source, were not going to basically make or break the 
University's position. Another problem with that approach was that there 
was a commonplace saying in fund raising, that the hardest thing to raise 
money for, is a deficit. That is, donors were not really at all happy about 
simply making a contribution to cover an operating deficit for any institution 
"' Another factor that must be considered was that, as part of the Library 
project, we were very shortly going to have to go out on a fund raising 
campaign, for some share in that project, and the question was whether we 
should indeed reduce the priority position of the Library, in order to put in 
private support for operating purposes. 


The feeling was expressed that there could be a variety of programmes 
initiated. It was stated that, if in fact, there was a shortage of engineers and 
there was a shortage of funds to support the training of engineers, private 
industry could be touched for that kind of programme. That is, one does not 
have to talk about a deficit, but rather we could refer to specific kinds of 
programmes and in that way we could have several projects going on 
simultaneously. 


It was argued that the. real issue right now was that we have four more 
years under a Government that promised accessibility to education but at the 
same time, was trying to figure out ways to reduce a massive deficit and at 
this stage clearly our first goal must be to make sure that this was not the 
beginning of a four year process of attrition. That is, at this stage our 
priority has to be to take a stand that, if we cannot get the money back that 
has already been cut from the budget, then a least we have to say that this is 
where we draw the line and that we can go no further. It was pointed out 
that a lot of the cuts which were being proposed are one-time shots, which 
would be made through imaginative accounting and it was clear from the 
Report of the Special Budget Committee, that we could not afford that this 
would become part of an ongoing process. Consequently, one would be 
opposed to the University adopting the stand that we cannot go any further, 
but perhaps we can raise the money some place else. One could accept that 
kind of a position, if it becomes clear that we were beginning to fight a truly 
losing battle, but it was argued that at this stage we must make it clear that 
our real problem is inadequate Government funding. We must also 
emphasize Concordia's incredibly bad situation with respect to funding, in 


relation to the other Quebec universities and it was argued that by saying in 
any way, shape, or form, that that difference can be made up or that the 
Government was really performing its responsibility to Concordia and that 
therefore any responsibility at this stage rests on any other part of the 
community, would be undercutting our immediate basic goal, which was to 
ensure that we do not have to face another three million dollars in cuts next 
year. 


It was stated that adverse publicity recently appeared in the media that 
seriously-criticized Concordia's role in training foreign students, which in 
turn was almost immediately followed by a decision of the Government to 
triple the foreign students' fees. From this, one had the impression that our 
public image at the moment, certainly in the francophone press, was 
particularly low and that it would not be at all difficult for the Government 
to squeeze us out by this progressive reduction of income from foreign 
students' fees, which effects Concordia more than the other universities. 


It was wondered whether it was true to say that regardless of the budget 
cuts we were now facing and regardless of anything that we might do with 
respect to that, Concordia situation in May 1982. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if all of the. recommendations in the Report of the 
Special Budget Committee are implemented, we would still have the 
accumulated deficit which we had in May 1981, plus the interest. How 
much of a deficit we will have in 1981/82, rests on other decisions, as yet 
untaken, around the level of salaries. 


With respect to an earlier suggestion concerning a tuition fee increase, it was 
stated that the intent was that any recommendation along that line should be 
accompanied by a recommendation to do something to improve the student 
loan situation. Also, one was not talking about increasing the fees from 
fifteen dollars per credit to sixteen dollars per credit, which, it was stated, 
would obviously be trivial. Rather one was thinking in the order of 
increasing the fees from fifteen to twenty-five dollars per credit, which, in 
fact, would not even account for inflation over the number of years that 
tuitions have been frozen at fifteen dollars per credit. A quick calculation of 
such an increase, shows that it would generate an extra revenue of about 
three and a half million dollars. 


It was stated that all indications were that we were facing the beginning of a 
long term process of squeezing the universities and it was argued that, at 
least in this first stage, it was clear that, if nothing else, we have to establish 
that our first priority must be to make sure that this process of attrition and 
this process of slowly squeezing us dry, has got to be stopped. That is, we 
must assess what the real danger was at the moment, which was that we 
would have to go through this same process again next year, and the year 
after that, etc. Also, as a first step, it has to be recognized that above and 
beyond all of the other problems that we have, we-cannot afford to cut back 
any more and that has to be the beginning point to any further discussions. 
It was further argued that clearly the public has to see in its own mind, and 
the perception has to be created on behalf of the universities, that we have 
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tightened our belts and no way can we continue to be used as a whipping 
block; that no way can -the universities be used in any way, shape, or form, 
to make up the Government deficit; that we have to establish ourselves as 
having been cut to the bone, that we were in trouble right now and that it 
has to stop at this stage. Also, we have to establish a priority, and that 
priority to begin with, from the student point of view, has to be that if 
nothing else, next year's funding has to be able to keep us at the present 
level of academic services. 


It was stated that when we talk about the stance of Concordia, we are 
talking both about the past and about the near future. The problem was our 
persistent underfunding and the failure of the Government to follow through 
on its earlier moves to raise the level of our grants to something closer to 
that of the other universities, which was now only two thirds of the Quebec 
average on a per student basis. The feeling was expressed that our stance in 
the past has been basically, what one would call, quiet rational diplomacy, 
in attempting to persuade the Ministry of Education to bring us up to a par, 
with for example, the University of Quebec, with respect to the level of 
funding. It was further stated that, if one understood correctly certain 
elements in today's discussion, we were being promised that there may very 
well be a public campaign starting in the- Fall, which would draw attention, 
in a creative way, not to our deficit, but rather to our persistent 
underfunding, although the details have yet to be worked out. That is, it 
would seem that we were about to set aside, quiet rational diplomacy. 


Dr. O'Brien agreed that the above was a good summary of the ‘discussion 
that has taken place. He stated however, that he wished to add, as an 
addition to the summary, that the, problem with a public campaign is that if 
it does not work, what do you do next. That is, if the public campaign falls 
flat and we end up with neither the Government nor the publlc, support we 
expected, then we would have a real problem. This means that while having 
a public campaign may be very good for morale in the short run, it has to 
work and therefore it has to be very carefully thought out and the risks 
weighed in. Whereas, when quiet diplomacy is used, you can always have 
another round; 


Report of the Special Budget Committee 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Report of the Special Budget Committee was 
printed in the June 9, 1981 issue of The Thursday Report, copies of which 
have been circulated to members of Senate. He also drew Senate's attention 
to the brief Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, 
(document us-81-5-D3), which was just now being distributed. He 
explained that the purpose of this meeting was to receive any comments or 
reactions to the Report of the Special Budget Committee that there may be 
and also to answer any questions about any item that may not be entirely 
clear. He further advised that he did not intend to particularly ask Mr. 
Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, to make an 
introductory statement, since the Report, which was the recommendations 
from the Committee, speaks pretty well for itself in these matters. 


In response to a question concerning the absence of base budget figures for 
Divisions 1, 11, and I, in the Faculty of Arts and Science, Mr. Martin 
explained that one of the budgetary complications in that Faculty, was that 
certain cost items relate across to Division IV, for example, teachers and 
support staff being provided by the three Divisions to Division IV. 
Consequently, it was felt that the whole Faculty had to be treated as a single 
unit, insofar as the base budget figure was concerned. He stated that it 
would be possible to put together the base budget figures for each Division, 
but he just did not happen to have them handy at the moment. 


With respect to the Report of the Special Budget Committee, it was stated 
that there were one or two disquieting aspects which one wished to bring to 
Senate's attention. It was noted that on page 1 of The Thursday Report, it 
was stated that the mandate of the Committee required it to ensure that its 
actions harm neither academic quality nor Concordia's ability to meet the 
needs of its students. However, in the very next paragraph, we find that the 
University's plans to implement a system that will ensure students 
competence in written expression, will have to be dropped. It was stated 
that that was particularly disquieting and the feeling was expressed that it 
should have been possible to offset the costs of that programme by 
including certain other elements in the budget cuts, for example, the 
pre-registration process. It was stated that the larger departments actually 
allocated people to the pre-registration system, and in doing so, those 
individuals receive a course remission. It-was argued that the elimination of 
that system, throughout the University, would result in an-estimated saving 
of some one hundred and twenty thousand dollars, in the area of personnel 
allocation, without even taking into consideration costs for mailing and 
other material paraphernalia, connected with the pre-registration system. It 
was suggested that, in view of the enrollment decimation in recent years and 
in view of the fact that in the past we have been able to manage quite well 
without a pre-registration process, the cost effectiveness of that system 
should be studied. Also, the study should be undertaken with an eye 
towards discovering whether or not our enrollment would be appreciably 
lowered, if we did not have a pre-registration system. 


Mr. Martin advised that the question of the cost effectiveness of the 
pre-registration system was raised by various members of the Special 
Budget Committee and others, and both sides of the coin were presented, 
that is, there were groups who needed the system and others who did not 
need it. He felt however, that it would be a valid thing for the Committee to 
study further. 


It was stated that the practice of giving course remissions to faculty 
members for working on the pre-registration was not wide-spread, and 
certainly it was not the practice in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science. 


In response to a question as to what extent we would be locked in, in 
implementing specific items mentioned in the Report, once it was approved 
by the Board of Governors, Mr. Martin advised that in general, comments 
in the Report imply that something will happen in the given area that is 


indicated, for example, centralization of registration. However, he pointed 
out that the specifics as to whether registration would be held on the Loyola 
Campus or the Sir George Williams Campus, would not make all that much 
difference and, in fact, the question of the location was even now 
undergoing study and it might well be modified. That is, it was possible that 
the details in certain items might well be changed. He further explained that 
item 14.6 - "Eliminate Fall Convocation" - referred only to the elimination 
of the actual Fall Convocation ceremony. That is, students who would be 
graduating in the Fall, would still graduate in the Fall and the degrees would 
be dated accordingly. At the same time, such students would be eligible to 
attend the Spring Convocation in the subsequent year, if they so wished, as 
indeed was now the case in considering such students for graduation prizes 
and awards. 


It was stated that while not all of the proposed cuts would hurt the 
University, there were some that definitely would. Singled out was item 9., 
relating to cutbacks in the area of Graduate Studies, which, it was stated, if 
implemented, would hurt the University. It was explained that the purpose 
of the Graduate Studies promotional booklet was to attract excellent 
graduate students to Concordia and, in fact, that booklet, which has now 
appeared twice, has contributed to improving the quality of graduate 
students at this University. It was argued that, conversely, cutting the 
booklet out, would eventually result in a diminishing of the quality of our 
graduate students. Another likely consequence of the cutbacks, is that the 
practice of appraising existing graduate programmes, which involves the 
hiring of outside consultants, may very well have to be stopped. it was also 
stated that the appraisal, which was used to guard and to raise the quality of 
our graduate programmes, was a device that originated at Concordia and has 
since been copied by a number of other universities in Canada and in the 
United States. In addition we would probably also lose the visits of external 
examiners who are hired for the doctoral thesis defenses, which again, 
would have an effect upon the quality of our doctoral programmes. 


It was stated that the various items that the students were concerned with, 
fell basically into three categories. Those items which were considered to be 
totally unacceptable, included the proposed reduction in opening hours for 
the Library, particularly in the context of part-time students; reduced 
teaching hours in Fine Arts studio courses; the possible reduction in 
available laboratory time in Division III, Faculty of Arts and Science; and 
the whole question of merging of various operations and offices and 
reductions in services in the Admission and Registrar's areas. Serious 
concern was also voiced over inconsistencies which might develop under 
item 14.8, whereby faculty members would have to invigilate their own 
examinations. Also included in the basically unacceptable category, was the 
proposed course change fee and the proposal that the Calendar be published 
every two years, which, it was argued, would cause problems, particularly 
for part-time students, and it would also cause difficulties in ensuring that 
changes in academic regulations and other developing reforms which were 
geared to the changing needs of the students, would be suitably advertised. 
It was further stated that there were certain aspects of The Thursday Report 
which may be seen as redundant, which, from the student point of view, 


might possibly. be included in an alternative publication such as The Link. 
There was also a student concern over the whole idea of external advertising 
and it was suggested that the University might be able to realize cost savings 
in another approach, by simply turning more of its basic agenda items over 
to The Link. Finally, it was stated that in general, the whole concept of any 
reduction in the present level of the number of courses, course sections,, 
labs, or studio hours was unacceptable and essentially non-negotiable, 
insofar as the students were concerned and in this respect, the students 
wished to formally request that the Deans make available as soon as 
possible, information on exactly what courses or sections they might be 
planning to cut out. 


Mr. Martin, in responding to the concerns expressed above, pointed out that 
the Budget Committee was not recommending that the Calendar be 
published every two years, and although a proposal had been made, the 
Committee was aware that there would be complications and also that such a 
practice has not worked in other institutions where it has bean tried. He also 
advised that the question of faculty members invigilating examinations, was 
a soul searching one for the Committee. Proposals which were received, 
ranged from a hundred percent reduction in the number of professional 
invigilators, to zero percent reduction. The feeling of the Committee, in 
reaching a decision, was that full-time faculty members on the Loyola 
Campus have been involved in invigilating examinations for many years, 
that a full-time faculty member should be competent to read, understand, 
and apply the cheating regulations and that therefore, in light of the 
cutbacks, it was not unreasonable to ask full-time faculty members to 
undertake this responsibility. He emphasized however, that there would still 
be a need to have a back-up of professional invigilators, particularly for 
large examinations which were held in the rink, etc. With respect to 
proposed reduction in the number of open hours in certain areas, he pointed 
out that the thrust was to tighten up in those instances where the staff on 
duty, actually exceeded the number of requests that the staff has to handle, 
during the time frame concerned. 


With respect to the proposed reduction in teaching hours in some Fine Arts 
studio courses, Senate was advised that this question had surfaced in the 
Faculty9prior to the establishment of the Special Budget Committee, and it 
was discovered that the same course that was being offered for six hours 
during the day, was also being offered for four hours at night. The Dean 
could see no respectable academic reason why courses that could be given 
in four hours at night, could not also be given in four hours during the day. 
At the same time, it was explained that it was not proposed to cut down on 
the number of hours that the studios would be available to the students, that 
is, the studios would continue to remain open for six hours. Also, in 
connection with the proposed cutback in laboratory time in Division III, it 
was explained that presently there were courses being offered where the 
laboratory time for the same course, was four hours on one campus and 
three hours on the other. It was further explained that the labs were 
designed to be completed in three hours and the proposal was simply to 
make the available laboratory time for the same course, uniform on both 
campuses. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was one consequence of the proposal to 
eliminate the Fall Convocation ceremony, which he felt-should be noted in 
the record. He explained that the practice has been to award honorary 
degrees to "Faculty" nominees at the Spring Convocation and to award 
honorary degrees to "University" nominees at the Fall Convocation. The 
elimination of the Fall Convocation ceremony, will make it necessary to 
impose or require that certain honorary degrees be awarded at a given 
Faculty's convocation. 


He stated that generally speaking, the Report of the Special Budget 
Committee would now go to the Board of Governors, and note would be 
taken of the various comments which have been made at this meeting, 
although he could not say at the-moment, to what extent they may or may 
not change the list of items contained in the Report. He further stated that 
this exercise was obviously going to cause difficulty, because if we could 
cut three million dollars from the budget without reducing the academic 
quality or the satisfactory nature of the operation, it would mean simply that 
we have been wasting three mi-1 lion dollars a year for a good many years. 
Some things may hurt more than others and some things may be more 
significant than others, but there was no point in fooling ourselves into 
thinking that there will not be implications and results. Moreover, because 
of this vastly interrelated system that we have, the results may not be at all 
those that were predicted, when the specific cut is made. Consequently, this 
means that there will have to be certain flexibility and we may indeed have 
to back off with respect to certain of these cuts, because they just prove to 
be unmanageable or the implications prove to be unacceptable. In which 
case, in a three million dollar closed system, something else would have to 
be substituted which, in the wisdom of September as distinct from the 
wisdom of June, seems to be preferable. He felt that there was room for 
some flexibility, but he emphasized that there obviously could not be room 
for much flexibility of that kind, other wise we would never get the show 
on the road and basically, there has to be a list which, for good or ill, we 
will have to live with in the present period. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the danger of this being followed by another round, 
and another round, etc., was a very real one and the fact that we start where 
we do, makes it all the more dangerous for Concordia. He further stated that 
in his opinion, it was a necessary operation to go through at this time, 
because, among other reasons, we could not establish our credibility in 
screaming later about our situation, unless we can show that we have made 
a major attempt to cut back. He also felt that it was very important that the 
students, in particular, identify the things that hurt in the actual list, because 
if they could not identify these things, then we have been wasting three 
million dollars for a good many years. That is, the purpose of the operation 
was indeed to have some things that do hurt, because the very nature of 
budget cuts is that they do hurt and the problem was to identify and to be 
able to explain why the particular things hurt, which could be a lot more 
difficult to do than it appears. 
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Finally, he stated that whatever may be said at this meeting, it would be 
important to undertake another operation of evaluation, possibly in October 
when the cuts have actually taken place, in order to determine whether or 
not they have hurt. That hurt may come, not from a list that will be 
identified today, but rather from the real list that becomes evident in the Fall 
and if we complain to Quebec about injuries, which it turns out, have not 
hurt at all, while omitting other things that come to our attention by surprise, 
in October, our position would not be as strong as it otherwise might be. 
Consequently, there would have to be a continuing evaluation of the effects 
of this operation. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


